STATE OF CALIFORMA - HEALTH AND HURAN SERVICES AGENCY SALIFORMA DEPARTMENTY OF BGOIAL SERVICES

CALERESH (CF) PROGRAM
REQUEST FOR POLICY/REGULATION INTERPRETATION

INSTRUCTIONS: Comalete ftems 1 - 10 on the form. Use a separate form for each policy mtmrpsetmnoﬂ request,  If additional space is

needad, please use the second page. Be sure 1o identify the additional discussion wilh the appropriate number and heading. Retain a COpY

of the CF 24 for your records.

e  Questions from counties, inciuding county Qu rality Control, mus! 2e submitted by the county CalFresh Coordinator and may be submitted
directly to the Calfresh Policy analyst assigned responsibility for the county, with 2 copy directed to the & ppropriate CalFresh Policy unit

manager.
& Questions from Adminisirative Law Judges may he submitted urcﬁcdy to the CalfFresh Policy analyst assigned responsibifity to the caunty
where the hearing ook place, with a copy of %tw form C‘ill‘“(‘i@ﬂ iu the aaprapr;ate CalFrash Buread unlt manaoer,
1. RESPONSE NEEDED DUE TC: 5 DaTEOF RE ' TNEED BESPONSE BY-
Policy/Regulaiion Interpretation _ it !9/20"‘1 asap
Tac 6 COUNTYICRGAMIZATION:
V. . case mvoi vas Riverside County
o Fair Hearing
- 7o BURIECT:
Other: claimant has requested a rehsaring
R"—'QJE sTOR NAME. 7 5. REF ZRFNCES (inoiude ACL/ACIN, courl cases, elc. in refarancas;

NOTE: Al quests must have a regulation cite{s} and/or # reterance!s},

“““ Dshorah Smaller, ALJ i Speat a%cv“.
3. PHONENO.

814-521-8023
4 REGULATION CITE(S)
Hoth reporiing and overissuance regulat'on“
TQUESTION: (INCLUDE SCENARIO IF NEEDED FOR CLAR
The judge in this case uph Id a county aclion that determinad the clalmant had been overissued 34830 for a six month
period on the basis that she failed {o repori her hugbanc s incoime that made the housahold income ineligible for CalFrash
beneiits.

i@

The claimant testified at hearing, and reasserts on rehearing, that her husband was not in the household during the period
of time at issue, and that she lesported this 1o the county verbally and in writing.

The judge determined thal there was insufficient evidence to support the claimant's testimony, finding that the clairmant did
not report to the county that her husband was out of the home.

“i{l REQUESTOR'S PROPOSED ANSWER:

There is no reason fo consider that the judge's finding that the claimant did not meet her renorting responsibilities is not an
abuse of discretion,

However, should the judge still not have made a finding about whether the claimant's husband was of was not in the homes
for the purpose of determining whether the of "nmafts household was, in fa ot, substantively ineli gxbie for the benefits
raceived and, therefore, an off ocourred pursuant io Sec 683-102{(e)(1), i.e., where the benefiis receivad axceeded the
amount the household was eligible 1o recaive?

Continuad on second page.

1. GTATE POLICY RESPONSE (CFPB USE ONLY):

To answer your first question, in the hearing summary sheet you sent to CDSS along with the CF 24 (Hearing Mo
2012093146-604) it states on Page 2 that "the County representative indicated that she conducted a case review and
found no information in the case file documenting that the claimant reported that her husband was not in the homs from

March 2011 through August 20117 Therefore | appears that the judge did, in fact, determine that the claimani's household
was substaniively ineligible for the benefits received.

Continued on second pags

FOR CDSE USE
DATE BECEVED: ' [ DATE RESPONDED TC COUNTY/ALY:
[ ovamber 28 2072 - December 7, 20612
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CALFRESH (CF) PROGFRAM
REQUEST FOR POLICY/REGULATION INTERPRETATION (Continued)

SPONSE NEEDED DUE TOr 5 DATE OF REQU

RESPONSE BY:

..... . Policy/Regulstion interpratation
N ele

T COUNTY O RGANIZATION,

Fair Hearing R ———,,--

7 BUL

=50 (Inciude ACLACIN, cowt cases, sk, in refarences)
rests must five s raguiation Lgfe(a) andfor a referenceds].

REGUESTOR'S PROPOSED ANSWER {continued):

e, even if the cf imant fzited o meet har r@;}mrﬁiwo rasnnns =; loes rm:i’ rmaarn iwy as & matter of taw, she is not eligible
for ary tanefils io h ch her househoid was subsiantively aiiGit wblishes that her b
his income was not available? Should the overissuance in ih tf_,ase not be %caic,u! ted to determine tha

represents her husband's benefit amount?

STATE POLICY RESFPONEE (continued)

in answer to your second guestion, the Manual of Policies and Procedures (MPP“ f~3 802.1 sta The CWD shail 0
2 nm"{'iic wh' h were lost whenever thes loss was caused by an administrative error as defined by Sec on

63~ ative d!squahﬂwum an inteﬂtioma% FProgram viclation was subsequently revarsed asg speaeifled in
i:ec: n 03 OL 3, ar & statement elsewhere in the regulsinns specifically siatas that the household is entitied to resiorstion

of losi benelits,

underissuance. Falbia to no! Hdo HH compasition
wafits. However, If tha failure w0 report results in

- responsible Tor repayment,

Therefors, hased on the information provided, the HH is not entilied to ar
changes on a mandatory repoit does nol maet the crite S5
an overissuance, per MPP 62 8“ 7 the adult

The information given indicates that the HH fallec to meet their QR mandalory reporting respons

ity

As o your third question, please see the ponse o gueston one.




